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ABSTRACT

This paper provides a summary of a Home Start
Pollowupr Study (HSPS) which waa initiated in 1976. An attempt was
nade t0 examine the durability of gains made as the resuit of .
fasilieat (parents and their 3« to 5-year-0ld children) participation )
in the program. In addition, the study vas designed to determine - NP
vhether program duration (one versus two years) had a lasting effect ’”
on parents and children as measured aprroximately two years after the '
concluaion o0f the Home Start demonstration. The HSPs's sample
coneisted of 199 Home Start, 46 Head Start, and 137 comparison group
families (fasilies yho were eligible for but did not participate in
the program). Three sets cf copparisons were conducted: (1) Home
\ Start families versus the comparison group families: (2) Home Start
: fasilies versus Head start families: and (3) Home Start families who
- had participated in the program for one year versus a group of Home
Start families who participated in the program for two years. Five
seasurea were used to determine the lengterm impact of the program on
farticipants. Pour of the measures yere standardized tests for
children and one was a personal interviev with rarents. Results -
indicated that: (1) while math and reading performance of the Home
Start first graders was lower than the national average, the Home
Start second graders yere comparable yith respect to the national
norm: (2) no significant differences were found on any of the
children's outcome measures be¢twveen the Home Start and the Head Start
groups: (3) no differences vere found re{veen the one-year and
two~-year Home Start groups: and (4) soat families vere pleased that
they had teen involved in the program and indicated that the
" activities concerning the child and learning about child growth and
development had been ncat 1lportnnt for them. (Author/Np)
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Study Backdground

i

The Home Start Followup Study. sponsored by the Mdministration for

Children, Youth and Familiee, examined the long-texm impact of the Home Start

-

ERIC

prograa on gr,n*aa participants. Home Start was a three-year damonstration
program (1972-75) which provided Head Start-type comprehensive servicee to young
chil&en and their fasilies in their own homes rathar than through a He2d Start
‘centar. - The p!:';:gtm's approach ‘m to offar education: health, mutrition and
social services to families with children between three and five years of age,
and to 40 ec in & family-oriented rather than a strictly child-oriented way.
Primary emphasis was placed on parents as the first and most important educators

of their own children.

The original evaluation of the Home Start demonstration program
(1972=76), conducted jointly by the High/Scope Educational Research Foundation
and Abt Ageociates Inc., provided clear evidence that Home Start vas effectlive
for both parente and children. Few diffarences wers found in terms of program
effectivenese betwaen Home Start and Head Start; ths overall picture was one of
similer effects.® '

While the original evaluation provided information about imsediately
aApparent progran effects, the Home Start PFollowup Study attempted to examine
the durability of gains made as the result of £r ilies’' Participation in the

* program. In addition, the study was designed to determine whethar pProgram

*Love, J.M., Nauta, M.J. ot al. National Home Start BEvaluation: Pinal

" Report--Findinge and Isplications. High Scope Educational Reeearch
roundation and Abt Associates Inc., 1976.
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duretion (one veresue two years) had a lasting effect on parents and children
as measured approximately two yeare after the conclusion of the Home Start
deaonstration. The Pollowup Study, initiated in 1976 was conducted by Abt
Associatee Inc. under. subcontrect with the High/Scope Educ.‘tional Research

Poundation.

Study Deeiqn

The design for the Home Start Followup Study celled for 4 eet of
comparisons of certain outcome criteria 2mong different treatment gtoupil in
order to determine long~term program impr~ct on parsnte and children. The
outcome criteria were cloeely linked to Home Start program goals and cbjectives;

they included: ’

e personal and parsnting skills:;

e ease of transition to echool and social
competence of children; and

e cognitive and social emoticnel development
for children.

Three eete of comparinons were conducted in thof Followup Study: (1) Home

Start versus a group of familiee with children whc were eligible for the
program but did not participate: (2) Home Start versus Head Start familiee;

ana {3) Home Start familiee who had participated in the program for one year
versus 4 group that had been enrolled for two. The first eet of comparisone
required the selection of a retrospective comparison group eince a prouloctcld
no-~treatment group did not exiet at the conclueion of the demonstretion program.

The ex post facto recruitment of the comparison group precluded the poseibility
of establiehing & true experimental design for the Pollowup Study.
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The comparison group was selected from the same classrooms the
Home start children attended. Ths, the twoe groups of children yere
exposed to ths same school experience. ; Although the intent had been to
recruit a compavable conpariaor; 'group, the groups were found to be non-
eqp:l.valont in many respects. It is often the case that sophisticated
statistical procsdures, such az analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) techniques.
can be used to correct or adjust for group non~equivalency. Howcver,‘ this -
is theoretically only possible if the covariables are related to outcomes
in'thc same way in both groups. Analysis of data from the Followup Study.
though, showed that this important assumption regarding the uss of ANCOVA
was not the case for any but the one~ and two~year ‘iloma Start groups.
Undsr these conditions (nonrandom assignkent to groups, group ncnwequiva=-
iance, and heterogeaeity of regression), it is impossible to determine
treatment effects because the status of the comparison group cannot be
assumed to represent what would have happened to the experimental group had
it not received the treatment. Most Cutcome analyses: as a result, vers

nececsariiy limited to descriptive comparisons which do not represant tests

of treatnent effects.

Ispact Msasures

Five measures were used in the Followup Study to dotoru:l.n'a
long=term program impact on parents and children. Four were standardized
tests for children~~the Peabody Individual Achievement Test (Mathematics
and Reading Retbognition Subcests); the Purdue Social Attitude Scale for

Primary Grads Children) the Stephans~Delys Reinforcemant Contingancy




Interview; and the Preschool Interpersonal Problem=Solving Test. The

fifth measure vwas a p:rlonnl interview with parents vhich obtained lnforma<
tlon abouc parent attitudes toward and involvement with schooi; parent-
child interaction; maternal and child health; knowledge and use of conmunity

resources’; and parent participation in the community.

Pollowsp Study Sample

The Pollow Study sample consisted of 199 Home Start, 46 Head
Start and 137 comparison group fa-ili.‘. for the Pollowup Study it was
assantial that the comparison group children's ox'pc:j.opcu during their
preschool years contrasted as much as Poesible with tl'-nou of the Home Start
group 8o that group differences could mors easily be gtilebutod to the Home
Start program. Non-participation in preschool was therefore one of the
moet important criteria for salecting compariscn qroup kchi.ldrcn. The fact
that the comparison group wae smaller than the Home start group can be
attributed to lack of school cooperation (a prerequisite f_or comparison
group selection) and the absence in gelected c.lmroq:i_s of comparison gre'ip
children with minimal or no preschool experience. (A};out one~-third of the
comparison group children in the Followup Study had a;t_mrlod preschool for

a median time period of thres monthe.)

[}
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There was considerabie attrition from the origina} élom:e"surt
svaluation sanple--486 percent for the Home start and 72 p'e'rc.ent I;Jg Head Start
qfoup. Urban Home Start families appear to be underrepresented in the
Pollowup Study sample, with over twoethirds of the f;mi_lz_':i._;;;s coming from the

three rural sites. The PFollowup Study and the groﬁp of 'ﬁcme Start evaluation
| SR
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avaluation familles who Jdid not participate differed in cther respects as
well. The Pollowup Study sample was significantly higher on SES, cognitive
tests for c¢hildren and :;tmbor of books available in the home, while the group
that could not be located had higher usage of welfare and Medicaid. ,

The Feollowup Study confirmed findings from the original Home Start
evaluation that Home Start and Head Start served different populations.
Statistically significant differences wers found between the two groups in
the FPollowup Study in-taxms of educationai attaimment of the mother., favoring
the Head Start group. Mofe Head Start children came from single-parent
families, lived in smail towns or urban areas and came from ﬂ;lllr households
than was the case for the Home Start group. The Home Start and Head start
groups were comparable, however, on total family and per capita income.

As noted eariier, the Home Start and comparison groups were not
equivalent in :any respects. Comparison group families had incomes almost
twice as high as the Home Start group and the mother had more yvears of
sducation. AMmong the Home Start group thers ware more children from single~
parent families, higher use of public assistance, and a larger percentage
of families with no income from employment. Comparisons between the Home
Start and comparison groups could not be carried out except descriptiveiy

beceuse of group non-equivalency and heterogensity of regression.

Long=Term Impact on Children

Fariea

Within-grade math and reading performance of the Home Start group

were compared to the national norming aample for this test. Porcentil;l s
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were obtained by referring median scores for the group to norm tables in
the test manual. These percentiles are in some respects inappropriate,
eince they compare the Home Start Followup Study sﬁ:ple to a nationally
representative sample whish is much higher in socio-economic status., If a
norm group equivalent in SFR could have been ueed, these percentiles would
have been higher. Despite this fact, the performance of the Home Start group
was better than expected. Although first grade performance is lower than the
national average (though not tco much lower, for reading achievement),
Home Start gecond 9¥aders were comparable with respect to the national norm

- salple. In fact, the second grade percentiles of 49 and 56 for math and
reaiing achievement, respectively, are the clearest evidence available in the
Pollowup Study that the Homs Start program had a positive longe=term effect.
The percentile data are also encouraging because they shew no evidence of a
so-called washout effect:; there is no stesdy decline in performance from
kindergarten through second grade. While it is trus that the data are not
longitudinal, a positive view of these resulte nonatheless sesms justified.

¢
No eignificant differences were found on any of the child out~

come measures betwaen the Home Start and the Head Start groups. As in the

original evaluation, the overall picture was one of eimilar long-term program

P

effects, even though the Hesd Start children had much more concentrated time
in developmental activitiee than was the case in Home Start. The role of
parents as the first and moet inportant educators of their own children

received primary emphasis in Home Start.

L4
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Long-Tern Impact on Parents

Descriptive analysee ehow the Home Start and Head Start familiee
to be comparable in terms Of parent outcomee. This suggests that the two
programs may have produced eimilar long-term program effecte for parents.
This hyrotheeie unfortunately cannot be testad due to heterogeneity of
regreseion and to the small eize of the Head Start group, which yields

insufficient statistical power to detect group differences.

Soms informal evidence was gathered from Home Start familiee about
long~term program impact and their views about participation in Home Start. .
Most familiee were pleased that they had besn involved in Home Start and
mdica:.od that activitiee cohcerning the child and learning about child
growth and developmant had bton-mt important to them. Soma of the parents

who were intsrviewed more than once found it difficult to talk about changes

)

that occurred as the result of their involvement in Home Start. Othere
indicated that their "lives were better” and ware emphatic about the program'e
helping role. Among raports of lasting change were: golut.ons to family

problems; improvements in family relationehipe, including better (and fre-

.

quently more) time spent with the children; job training and ssmployment;

financial etability:; and a more "positive” outloock on 1life.

One~ Versus Two-~-Year Home gStart

One of the principal reeearch questions the Home gtart Followup
Study wae deeigned to addreee wae vhether two yeare of Home Start was more

effective in producing poeitive ocutcomee for parente and children than one

G




year of program participation. No d:l.tferencqs could be detected hetween
the one- and two-year Home etart groupe at the conclueion of the original
Home Start evaluation. It was hypothc;izcd, however, that there might be a
"sleeper” effect, and that differencee bestween the groups c;uld smerge two
years after the program ended. It was poué;ph to test this hypothuil in
the Pollowup Study, lif:cc thie was t.h. only componant of the ctudy in which
hsterogeneity of regrassion was not a problem. There do not.appear to be
any diffarences on parent or child outcomee betwesn the two groups that
could support the notion that twe ysare of Home Start is more effective

than one.

It is poseible, however, that parents in fact received additional
benefits from their eecond year of program participation but that theee
changes could not be measured through a one~hour parent interview. It is
important to remember that Home Start provided different urvi-.cn to families

depending on their needs and circumstances. Although the overall esphasis

ok
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was to help parents becoms better teachers of their children, the program
also *@phasized halping parents to experience success and acquire gkills that
were related to personal growth, social participation, family management,

enployment and economic progrese. Home Start program etaff reported helping

-

parents with "survival” needs during the first year, while the second year

was devoted to more pereonal and long-range aspects of family functioning.

F

During the original Howe Start evaluation, staff often repoxted "
that changes in parents’ ability to mest family needs with selective uee of

servicee, increased ability to cope with stressful eituations or improved
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self-concept required to seek and/or obtain employment -me only possible for
‘gome parente after two years in the program. Such changes are difficult to
define and are not easily reported by parents in a one~hour interview.
Additional interviewe with emphasie on such “opice might have provided a
different, richer perspective about the effects of different lengths of

participation in Home Start.
Conclusion

It is unfortunate that the Home Start Followup Study could not
provide a grsater sanss of clarity and certainty about the long~term impact
of Home Start because of group non-equivalency and hetsrogensity of covariable
models. Evidence about the long-term impact of Home Start on parents and

children 48 a result is indirect:

1. The performance of Home 3tart children on a standerdized
test of reading achievement shows that they were
performing at or above the national norm=-a level of
achieveasnt not frequantly found among groups of low~
income children. Their performance on mathematice
achievement wae only slightly below the national norm.

2. Despite group differences in gocio-economic status, the

Home Start and coaparison groups ranked the same on a
number of ouicome domains for parents.

Thie implies that Homs Start families may have overcome, to some extent: the
"incoms gap,” and that they are managing their lives in much the same way ae
fanilies who are considerably better off. If thie nsmftion ie correct.

Home Start undoubtedly played an important part in that.
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The long~term ettectimn."ot Home Start has neither been Proven
nor disproven by the Followup Study due to circumstances that yielded a *
resesarch deeign inadequate for the purpoee of the evaluatiop; Future evalua~-
tions ehould be designed with the asesesment of long-term effecte in mind
frem the cutset. Under no ¢ircumstances should a control group be completely
absorbed into the experimental program if the poseibility exiets that it
might be used in a later evaluation. The difficulty of forming an adequate
conplrisen group by post hoc matching must not be undereetimatad, especially
when circumstancee such 38 within-claee pairing limit the number of candidates
from which a match must be drawn. PFinally, it is imperative that homogensity
of regreseion assuaptions be tseted whox; analysis of covariance is to be the
principal analytic tool. Had this not been done in the Yollowup Study, the
analyses would not only have been erronsous, but danmly mieleading. The
problems sncountsred in the Pollowup Study are an sloquent, if un:lt_:ttumto,

testimony to the attantion they should receive in future program evaluations.
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